Having worked for the journal for 16 years, I was pleased to be invited to write an Editorial on my experience of supporting authors, reviewers and editors in the ever-changing world of journal publishing.
In 1999, use of the Internet and email was occasional, and the submission and review processes were monitored by the use of a rather clunky, manual database. My work involved lots of photocopying and large brown envelopes. From an office in the Queen's Medical Centre, Nottingham, I regularly descended to the post room in the basement to collect stacks of envelopes from across the world. I then returned later in the day with another pile of envelopes to send, for example, a manuscript from China to a reviewer in Australia, whose review would come back to me in the mail several weeks later. Each submission had its own numbered cardboard file, which was stored in one of the many filing cabinets that lined the office walls. The sole editor's desk was often piled high with files waiting for a decision or to be sent out for review. The editor kept track of how many articles he sent to each reviewer on a handwritten sheet using a tally system and authors sometimes sent polite letters enquiring about the progress of their submission. Of course, the editor's infamous red pen has now been replaced by 'track changes' in Word -which is perhaps a little less disconcerting for authors, although I am sure it is still painful to have one's carefully thought out words deleted or changed.
Today we have an international team of editors, a sophisticated online manuscript submission system and a paperless editorial office. Even with a 100% increase in submissions since 1999, our turnaround times are much shorter (on average <30 days to first response), as are all our other editorial and publication processes. In place of the occasional letter from authors, we have instant email communication -all the time!
We hope that authors find the submission process to our journal user-friendly and not too time-consuming. I am sure that some authors feel irritated when their submission is returned to them because there are style errors or missing information. Perhaps they feel really exasperated if it is returned a second or even a third time. I act as a gate-keeper who will not permit entry unless all is strictly as it should be! The details I need to check on a new submission have increased in number and complexity over the years, so there are many more reasons why a new submission may be returned. By far the most common reason is incorrect reference style and this has always been the case. At the Journal we recognize that authors concentrate on the content of their article in order to produce the best possible version for submission and, for some, issues of style may be of secondary importance. However, an article in precisely the correct style makes a very good impression on reviewers and editors, and therefore it is in the best interests of authors to follow the guidelines exactly on first submission. Although it may seem like a chore to check the document detailing submission guidelines (now in several languages) before submission, it is the most effective way of ensuring a smooth journey through the peer review and editorial processes.
We have a large network of over 300 reviewers, in addition to our dedicated team of Editorial Board members. I try to choose the most suitable reviewers for each submission, while maintaining an even workload, using a system that matches reviewers' chosen areas of interest (personal classifications) with the article classifications chosen by the author. If reviewers have not entered their personal classifications, they are unlikely to receive an invitation to review, so I would urge all keen reviewers to check that their classifications are recorded and up to date. Even with this system and a growing team of reviewers, it is sometimes difficult to find reviewers without overloading the most efficient and hard working. My aim is to send Editorial Board members no more than three manuscripts per month, and other reviewers no more than one a fortnight, but at particularly busy times these rates may be exceeded. We recognize that sometimes reviewers are simply too busy to help us, and in this case we encourage a very quick 'decline' from within the email invitation. This enables us to invite another reviewer and does not unduly hold up The Journal Manager's perspective 600661J HS0010.1177/1753193415600661Journal of Hand Surgery (European Volume)Editorial
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Editorial the review process. Reviewers can also mark themselves as 'unavailable' on the system for times they know they will be too busy to review.
Reviewers who do not respond to the invitation to review, or accept the invitation but do not submit the review on time, cause problems in achieving our aim to reduce turnaround times and provide a good service to authors. The majority of submissions (around 70%) are rejected and it can be particularly galling for authors to wait a long time for a disappointing decision. Therefore, we have a policy of 'uninviting' reviewers who have not responded within 10 days of the deadline. The need to do this is becoming less frequent and we greatly appreciate all the hard work, time and expertise of our reviewers who enable us to provide a top quality, rigorous peer review process for an ever increasing number of submissions.
I enjoy all aspects of my work as Journal Manager, and now that I can do it 'on the move', free from office hours, replying to emails on my phone from the most unlikely places, it is even easier to keep on top of the increasing demands of the job. I gain great satisfaction from seeing the Journal go from strength to strength as it changes and evolves over the years. The most enjoyable aspect is communicating with interesting people from all over the world -many of whom I will never meet, but I feel I know as we have been 'talking' to each other for so many years. When Grey asked me to write this editorial about 'my perspective on dealing with authors, reviewers, etc.' (notice he did not say editors …), I wondered if he was expecting some amusing stories about all the funny, sometimes odd, sometimes quite disturbing, things that have happened over the years. But of course, I am far too discreet to write about those. So I will not mention any details about the surprising number of times that authors, who want to convey very strong feelings to their co-authors about the decision letter just received, click 'reply', rather than 'forward' … so I receive the email … and then another email quite soon afterwards, because the author is in a panic thinking their response has gone straight to the editor (how bad can things get?)! Of course I am able to reassure them that the message is safely with me and now deleted and forgotten.
Finally, when the reviewers' and editors' tasks are complete and an article is sent into production, our always helpful and super-efficient colleagues at SAGE handle the process to online and print publication in a very professional way. All in all, I think we make a very good team and I look forward to continuing to play my part for some years to come.
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